
From: Casey, Carolyn
To: Craig Ziady
Cc: Zucker, Audrey; Wainberg, Daniel; Gregory Flaherty
Subject: RE: sampling results letter
Date: Wednesday, May 16, 2018 8:30:00 AM
Attachments: DRAFT April Prog report review.docx

For each suite, the sample results should be provided along with the letter and include an
appropriate evaluation of the data.  We are still in disagreement with the conclusion that no vapor
intrusion is occurring.  We should resolve this prior to providing that information to the suite
managers/parents.
 
I also have comments on the progress report and until they are addressed, it would not be
appropriate to share the data.  Draft comments attached.
 

From: Craig Ziady [mailto:craig@cummings.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 1:22 PM
To: Casey, Carolyn <Casey.Carolyn@epa.gov>
Cc: Zucker, Audrey <Zucker.Audrey@epa.gov>; Wainberg, Daniel <Wainberg.Daniel@epa.gov>;
Gregory Flaherty <gxf@cummings.com>
Subject: sampling results letter
 
Hi Carolyn – Now that the April 2018 Progress Report is complete, we would like to finalize the letter
to the clients in whose premises the indoor air testing occurred. You had requested an opportunity
to review this letter, and we provided a draft on May 8 during our meeting. Could you please
confirm ASAP whether you have any comments.
Thank you.
Craig
 
Craig J. Ziady
General Counsel
Cummings Properties, LLC
200 West Cummings Park
Woburn, MA  01801
Direct dial:  781-932-7034
Main No.:  781-935-8000
www.cummings.com
 
The information contained in this message may be privileged, confidential, and/or protected from disclosure. If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, or copying of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us immediately by
replying to the message and deleting it (and all attachments) from your computer.
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Technical review of the APRIL 2018 PROGRESS REPORT for the

Former United Shoe Machinery Division North Parcel

181 Elliott Street Beverly, MA dated May 14, 2018





In the summary tables, figure 3, or both, samples S-135C.1 and S-135C.3 are reversed.  Canister S-135.C3 did not collect a full sample (“hold” was noted in the field log) and was located on figure 3 as S-135C.3.  The location S-135C.3 was where the duplicate samples were collected (large open room with two desks back to back in the middle of the room).  All of the laboratory results, summary tables, notes and figure need to be reviewed again.  



All of the figures need north arrows and need to be shown as insets with proper orientation on a full figure of the site.



The location of the play yard for bright horizons needs to be shown on the figure and the location of the outdoor air sample needs to be shown in the play yard.  The location of S-157J.3 as shown on figure 7 is incorrect (not in the correct room).



The indoor air samples were proposed to be collect adjacent to soil gas samples.  Please clarify why this was not done at all locations.  A direct comparison of each indoor air sample and the nearest sub-slab soil gas sample needs to be made in shown in the summary tables (no averages and no ranges should be used).  It’s not appropriate to simply draw the conclusion that VI is not occurring without providing some supporting evaluation and presentation of the data. 



Please provide a detailed reference for the assumption that indoor air sample concentration should be an order of magnitude less than an adjacent slab-soil gas concentration to indicate vapor intrusion is occurring.   
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